G/26/9A 


-L'ear 

Tlianlcs for the two version of 89-43-1 04, (jne partly redacted, #103 was disclosed to 
me in 70-0322, without prior CIA approval. But in tiiat lawsuit other records relating 
to the tape were v/ithhhld and my detailed appeals were ignored, I tliinlc it v;ould be good 
to demand them now and now there can be lio reason for witiiholding them. As you may 
remember, I wrote the FBI about tMd, W6iat you sent me alone proves it lied to me 
in telling mo tliat vjhat it transferred to the ^’cliives is v/hat it liad already discsloeed 
to me. 

The unredacted copy iucl4e|Ss t’nt the Mexico City SAG "Anderson has arranged for a 
transcript oi th ' call" that was intercepted. Other disclosed records seem to indicate 
tliat Rudd got to Balias, whe^e^itman -dcked him up at '^ove fieifl, without such a trans- 
cript. 

After the picture he liad and the tape^as listened to Balias cabled or telepyped a 
summary oi the tape to j^BIHCi, ^t then asked for a transcript and tliat was sent iimnediately. 
The record that includes the suyivnar.^ and tlie one that is the transcrip'^(ere witlilield 
from me and I appealed that withholding. 

If you look at th^^e pages the original classification was by the FBI and in my 
lawsuit, Tliat classification was then unjustified, 'l-’his v?as even more true in 1980, 
when tlie CIA classified it, Wliat was classified was public knowledge, 

"Secret" appears not to liave been on the rec'^d vfhen typed, ^t is added to the bottoms 
the two copies at different points at the bottom. 

From Slianlilin's memo Belmont lied in saying tint Balias had Ihrt r t wa r i jy 
"practically all" the Oswald info from 1'ieidco City, Unless there was none then. 



Tlnnks for the brief but good notice of ^ase Open, '-^'o whom was it sent? 

And for the Hewsdajf story, t4oless there atfe differences in the sets of aUtopsy photos I 
i/onder vdiat can be learned from the second set not yet looated? 



